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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address « 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )|EI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 December 2003 . 
2a)£3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) ISI Claim(s) 1 and 16-20 is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 2-15 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)Q objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
11 )□ The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) ^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)D All b)Q Some*c)IEI None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 
Attachment(s) 

1 ) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(s). . 

2) O Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) . 6) □ Other: 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Objections 



1. Claims 1 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

It is suggested to change "MPLS" to — Multi-Protocol Label Switching — . 

In claim 5 line 1, it is suggested to change "MPLS" to — Multi-Protocol Label Switching 

In claim 7 line 1, it is suggested to change "MPLS" to — Multi-Protocol Label Switching 

In claim 9 line 1, it is suggested to change "MPLS" to — Multi-Protocol Label Switching 

In claim 10 line 1, it is suggested to change "MPLS" to — Multi-Protocol Label 
Switching — . 

In claim 16 lines 2 and 14, it is suggested to change "MPLS" to — Multi-Protocol Label 
Switching — . 

In claim 16 lines 3, 6, 8 and 1 1, it is suggested to change "LSR" to — Label Switched 
Router — . 

In claim 17 line 2, it is suggested to change "MPLS" to — Multi-Protocol Label 
Switching — . 

In claim 18 line 2, it is suggested to change "MPLS" to — Multi-Protocol Label 
Switching — . 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 2-8 and 1 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Armitage et al. (U.S. Patent 6,374,303 Bl). 

For claim 2, Armitage et al. disclose explicit route and multicast tree setup using label 
distribution, comprising the steps of: 

a) receiving a label binding message at said node, said label binding including a label and 
a forwarding equivalency class (FEC) (figures 3 and 4, col. 2 line 63 to col. 3 line 20); 

b) if a label mapping request for the same FEC was not previously received at said node, 
sending a label splicing message (Lsm) towards the root of said MPLS tree along a labeled path 
(figure 4, col 3 lines 17-33 and col. 9 lines 58-61); 

c) generating a splice acknowledgement message (ACK) by said root node in response to 
said Lsm (col. 9 lines 58-61); 

d) declaring loop-free and accepting said binding if said node is not waiting for a 
previous ACK corresponding to a previously received Lsm and said ACK returns to said node on 
the same said labelled path (col. 1 lines 31-35 and col. 2 lines 45-54); and 



e) informing all member nodes said subtree was grafted to said MPLS tree (col 2 lines 

45-54). 
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For claim 3, Armitage et al. disclose wherein said MPLS tree comprises a unidirectional 
shared tree (col. 14 line 30). 

For claim 4, Armitage et al. disclose wherein said root of said unidirectional shared tree 
comprises an ingress node of said unidirectional shared tree if the core node is not included in 
said unidirectional shared tree (figure 19, col. 14 lines 29-41). 

For claim 5, Armitage et al. disclose wherein said MPLS tree comprises a source tree 
(col. 3 lines 8-15). 

For claim 6, Armitage et al. disclose wherein said root of said source tree comprises an 
ingress node of said -source tree (col. 3 lines 8-15). 

For claim 7, Armitage et al. disclose wherein said MPLS tree comprises a bidirectional 
shared tree (col. 3 lines 8-15). 

For claim 8, Armitage et al. disclose wherein said root of said bidirectional shared tree 
comprises the node closest to the core if said core node is not included in said bidirectional 
shared tree (col. 2 lines 21-54). 

For claim 11, Armitage et al. disclose wherein, whenever there is a label mapping request 
for same said FEC at said node, the following substeps are performed after step (a): 
merging label mapping requests (col. 3 lines 17-23); and stop forwarding said Lsm (col. 4 lines 
7-20). 

For claim 12, Armitage et al. disclose wherein, if said ACK is not received back by said 
node while said node is waiting to receive said previous ACK, terminating grafting procedures 
after performing step (c) (col. 2 lines 45-60 and col. 4 lines 7-20). 
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For claim 13, Armitage et al. disclose wherein, if said ACK is not received back by said 
node and said node is not waiting to receive said previous ACK, forwarding said Lsm after 
performing step (c) (col. 2 lines 45-60 and col. 4 lines 7-20). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Armitage 
et al. (U.S. Patent 6,374,303 Bl) in view of Anderson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,236,657 Bl). 

For claim 9, Armitage et al. do not disclose wherein said MPLS tree comprises a 
multipoint to point tree. In an analogous art, Anderson et al. disclose a multipoint to point tree 
(col. 2 line 3). Anderson et al. further disclose a point to multipoint tree (col. 2 line 2 as set forth 
in claim 10). 

One skilled in the art would have recognized a multipoint to point tree to use the 
teachings of Anderson et al. in the system of Armitage et al. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time invention, to use the multipoint to point tree 
as taught by Anderson et al. in Armitage et al.'s with the motivation being to provide a method 
for releasing connection in such manner that a connection, along which the same information is 
transmitted to several subscribers simultaneously, is not released until the last of said subscribers 
oders disconnection of the distributed service (col. 2 lines 1-7). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 



6. Claims 1 and 16-20 are allowed. 

7. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
Regarding to claim 1, the prior art fails to teach a combination of the steps of: 

a) obtaining at a label, switching router (LSR) a label mapping for a forwarding 
equivalence class (FEC); 

b) determining if previous bindings exist for said FEC; 

c) determining if said joining node is at single node or a parent node of a subtree; 

d) accepting the mapping for said single node if no previous bindings exist; and 
if said previous bindings exist when said subtree is attached to said MPLS tree: 

e) sending a label splice message (Lsm) from said LAR to a root-node on a label 
switched path and returning a label splice message acknowledgment (ACK) to said LSR, and: 

f) accepting the mapping after receiving said ACK at said LSR; 

g) terminating any further action if said LSR is waiting for a previous ACK 
message; 

h) forwarding said Lsm to the next LSR if said LSR is not waiting for said 
previous ACK message, in the specific combination as recited in the claim. 

Regarding to claim 16, the prior art fails to teach a combination of the steps of: 
obtaining at a label switching router (LSR) a label mapping for a forwarding equivalence 



class (FEC); 



determining if previous bindings exist for said FEC; 
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if said previous bindings exist, sending a label splice message from said LSR to a root- 
node on a label switched path; 

returning a label splice message acknowledgement to said LSR on the same label 
switched path in response to the label splice message; 

said sending step includes the step of forwarding said label splice message to a next LSR 
when not waiting for a previous label splice acknowledge message from said root-node and 
terminating any further action when waiting for said previous label splice acknowledge message; 
and 

splicing said subtree with said MPLS tree when said label switching router originating 
said label splice message receives said label splice acknowledgement message, in the specific 
combination as recited in the claim. 

Response to Arguments 
8. Applicant's arguments filed December 09, 2003 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The applicant argues with respect to claim 2 that Armitage et al. do not disclose or 
suggest a label bind request is sent and forward to a root node, and an acknowledgement for the 
label bind request is send back from the root node to the node. The examiner disagrees. 
Applicant's attention is directed to Armitage et al. patent at col. 1 lines 37-47 and col. 2 line 63 
to col. 3 line 15 where Armitage et al. clearly teach "An LSR (Label Switched Router) needs to 
establish and maintain label-associations with the routing neighbors which it knows are LSR 
capable at any given time in orders to provide MPLS functionality across negotiated LSPs. The 
local LSR may request label binding 14 (associations of a label with a forwarding equivalency) 
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from downstream neighbor (i.e. those neighbors advertising reachability for L3 datagrams in that 
forwarding equivalency), it may create result of a bind request and it may remove bindings 16 
(teardown an LSP) associated with specific forwarding equivalencies with any of its neighbor. 
The local LSR (label Switched Router) may request a label bind 14 from downstream neighbors 
corresponding forwarding equivalencies for which it received bind requests from upstream 
neighbors, for which it will ingress matching L3 datagrams or in anticipation of LDP bind 
requests from upstream neighbors. Until receiving a corresponding label bind, the local LSR 
forwards datagrams using routing (egressing corresponding LSPs if necessary)." 

Furthermore, the applicant argues that Arimitage et al. do not disclose or suggest the 
concept of separating the loop-free verification from the path setup process. Applicant's attention 
is directed to Armitage et al. patent at col. 1 lines 28-35) where Arimitage et al. clearly teach "a 
mechanism and methods is described by which Label Switched Paths (LSPs) can be explicitly 
established using a defined distribution protocol to meet requirements of users and networks. In 
particular, a negotiative protocol is defined for supporting Label Distribution in Multi-Protocol 
Label Switching (MPLS). This protocol allows for explicit route label setup, loop-free multicast 
tree setup, and label value negotiation." 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Toan D Nguyen whose telephone number is 703-305-0140. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday (7:00AM-4:30PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Huy Vu can be reached on 703-308-6602. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-9600. 



Contact Information 
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